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REMARKS 



AppUcant has reviewed the Office f ction bf 20 May 2003 and offers the following 

remarks thereto. | 

Initially, claim 2 is amended to ad|d the terin "component" as suggested in the Office 
Action to distmguish it frDm the general "iiiterwotldng agent" of claim 1 . No new matter is 
added, and the scope of claim 2 has not ch^inged. ; Applicant requests withdrawal of the rejection 
ofclaim2atthistime. !' 

Claims 3, 10, 12-16, 18, 19, 22, 25[ and 3? are amended to make consistent the use of "a" 



versus 



"the" and correct a. few typogr^hical errors. No ixew matter is added. 



Claims 1, 2, 8, 9, 1 1, 20, and 21 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Civanlaretal. Applicant itkpectfiilly traverses. For an anticipation rejection to 
be proper, the Patent Office must show wiiere each and every element of the claim is found in 
the reference. Further, the elements of ihe: reference must be arranged as claimed. MPEP § 
2131 . In the present case, the PatKit Offiiie has not shown where a claim element is located in 

!'! i 

the reference, and thus, the claims aie not:anticipiated. 

Claim 1 recites protocol agents for a firstjiP telephony protocol and a second IP 
telephony protocol. The interworldng agent provides functions for the protocol agents. In 
contrast, Civanlar et al. shows a system 'last translates between an IP network, a PSTN network, 
and an ATM network. Chily the IP network uses an IP telephony protocol. The Patent Office 
opines that interface 3 1 1 is the first protocol agent and communicates with the user station 300. 
The Patent Office then identifies interface 312 the second protocol agent that communicates 
with gateway 120. This interpretation is incorrect. Gateway 120 is identified as being identical 
to gatewray 100 (see col! 8, lines 27'28),| which i^ described with respect to Figure 4. 
Specifically, gateway 120 would indudfe jinterface 312 and not communicate with the mterfece 
312. Further, even if interface 312 is an appropiiate second protocol agent, interface 312 does 
not communicate with a second IP teleptiony device, because, as clearly indicated on Figure 4, 
interface 3 12 is an interface for the teleptiony network 52 (see also, col. 4, lines 38-39), which is 
difierenliated from tiie internet network! 5&. Thus, the protocol that interface 312 uses is not an 
IP telephony protocol. 

Still further sigiial format adulation 104, vMch is identified as the interworidng agent, 
does not translate between different IP telephony protocols. Hie reference discusses translatmg 
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between telephony, ATM. and IP telephony protocol Sj but does not discuss translating between 
two different JP telephonj protocols. 

Since the reference does not show translatipn between two different IP telephony 
protocols, the reference does not anticipats claim 1. 

Claims 2, 8, and 9 depend from claiim 1 and are not anticipated at least for the same 
reasons that claim 1 is not anticipated. j . 

Claim 1 1 also recrtes that there arejmultiple IP telephony protocols. The first and third 
are explicitly identified as IP telephony protocols and the preamble identifies a plurality of 
diflferent IP telephony protocols. As explained.above, Civanlar et al. does not teach the recited 
plurality of IP telephony protocols and caiiiiiot antipipate the claim for this reason. 

Claim 20 depends! from clainx 1 1 amd is not anticipated at least for the same reasons that 
claim 1 1 is not anticipated. | 

! • 

Claim 21, as amended, recites that jhe secqnd protocol is an IP telephony protocol. As 
e5q)lained above, Civanlar et al. does not teach the recited pluraliiy of IP telephony protocols and 
cannot anticipate the claim for this reason !- \ 

Claims 27-29 were rejected under 35 U.S.G. § 103 as being unpatentable over Civanlar et 
al. Applicant respectfully traverses. For lie Pateijt OfiBce to establish prima facie obviousness, 
the Patent Office must show where each and every claim element is taught or suggested within 
the reference or combination of reference* i| i-MPEP § 2143.03. If the Patent Office cannot show 
this, then Applicant need not come forwaijd with evidence of non-obviousness. 

In the present case» as explained abbvej Civanlar et al. does not teach or suggest 
translating between IP telephony protocoLi Claini 27 recites first and second IP telephony 
protocols. Since the reference does not teach or suggest these claim elements, the reference does 
not render the claim obvious, 

Claims 28 and 29 depend from claim 27 aiid are patentable at least for the same reasons. 

i.- ^ 

rejectediunder 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being UI^)atentable 
over Civanlar et al. in view of Huitema et al! Applicant respectfully traverses. The standard for 
obviousness is set forth above. 

dpes not teach the recited plurality of IP telephony 
[P telephony protocols, but actually teaches away 



As explained above, Civanlar et al 
protocols. Huitema et al, teaches multiple 
from any translation between them. See, 
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which states that Aeie are no efforts to ha\ 
interfece is not required because IP netwojl 



IglOll 



claim element, the Patent Office has not 
Claims 3-7 depend ftom claim 1 
depend from claim 1 1 which recites the 
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'a call-agent to call-agent interface and that such an 
is will not communicate with one another, hm rather 

interlace is nox lequucu L-t^i«- • 

WiU communicate through the PSm Evi if Huitema et al. does suggest that an IP telephony 
protocol translator is desirable, the refererJci provides no teaching or suggestion for how such a 
translation could be effectuated. Since neither reference teaches or suggests the translation 
between first and second IP telephony protoJ:ols, the combination of references cannotteach or 
suggest the claim element. Since the comb^ation of references does not teach or suggest the 

established pr/wfl fade obviousness, 
vja^ch recites the claim element at issue. Claims 12-15 
c ylm element at issue. Claims 30-33 depend from claim 

aepena uom ^jl£lii±± i i yy^i^^^ 

27 which recites the claim element at issuej; Tlius, each of these claims has the claim element 
and is not rendered obvious by the rejectilon: of record. 

Applicant appreciates the, indicatiiil of allowable subject matter in claims 10, 1 6-19 and 
22-26 but does not see the need to rely cn^ose elements for patentabiUty at this time. 
Applicant requests reconsideration of thi rejections in Ught of the arguments presented herein 
and earnestly SoUcits claim allowance at ije^Exaininer's earliest convenience. 




; : Respectfully submitted. 
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